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Influence your firm’s resilience through its reputation: Results won’t happen 
immediately but they will happen! 
ABSTRACT 
The reputation literature tends to approach the relationship between firms’ reputation and performance 
as a direct causal relationship. To improve our understanding of corporate reputation it is necessary to 
re-conceptualise reputation as having an indirect influence. Reputation acts as a source of resilience 
providing firms with an enhanced ability to adapt when faced with external difficulties as well as 
allowing the firm to rebound following a performance decline. Rather than relying on traditional 
measures, this research analysed the content of 10,582 Australian firms’ annual reports over 17 years 
to identify what executives communicate to their stakeholders. These results were then subjected to 
analyses which identified that firms with superior financial and service reputation tended to outperform 
firms without such standing.  
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BACKGROUND 
Firms with superior reputations have a greater capacity to increase prices, retain customers, and 
attract higher quality managers and employees (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Devine & Halpern, 2001). 
Yet, there are conflicting findings on the links between reputation and performance (Roberts & Dowling, 
1997). Sabate & Puente (2003) note the identification of a ‘direct’ relationship between reputation and 
performance is a common theme in much of the research. As a result, research has relied on assessing 
the association between some measure of firms’ reputation and some measure of firms’ current or future 
financial performance. Little attention has been given to the mechanisms underlying the influence 
corporate reputation has on financial performance. Instead of assuming that reputation directly 
influences performance this study argues that the relationship between reputation and performance is 
largely indirect.   
Reputation has also been recognised as a source of organisational resilience. It is this resilience 
that we propose provides the link between reputation and financial performance. Jones et al., (2000: 21) 
referred to a “reservoir of goodwill” when they suggested that “firms can reduce uncertainty associated 
with a competitive and hostile environment” by developing their reputation. Similarly, Caminiti (1992: 
77) referred to reputation as providing an ‘inoculation’ when she suggested, “Exxon never developed 
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the kind of strong reputation that could have inoculated it against something like the Valdez spill”. These 
examples reflect the concept of ‘adaptive resilience’, which proposes a firm has some form of 
reputational resource that is used to mitigate negative consequences in times of difficulty. Further, 
Roberts and Dowling (1997, 2002) believe that reputation is an asset which, if managed appropriately, 
assists a firm to repair damage caused by negative disruptive events, essentially bouncing back or 
‘rebounding’. This observation highlights that superior reputations allow firms to not only mitigate 
negative consequences in times of difficulty, termed ‘adaptive resilience’, but also to provide or enhance 
the firm’s capacity to rebound once the difficulty has passed, termed ‘rebound resilience’.  
Defining organisational resilience 
The term ‘resilience’ has been applied in the fields of psychology (Masten et al., 1990; Waller, 
2001), ecological sustainability (Holling, 1973; Brand, 2009; Derissen et al., 2011), and crisis 
management (Weick et al., 1999; Hills, 2002; Kendra & Wachtendorf, 2001; Smith & Fishbacher, 2009; 
Somers, 2009). Drawing on the extensively developed concept of individual resilience, Masten et al 
(1990: 426) defined it as “the process or capacity for, or outcome of, successful adaptation despite 
challenging or threatening circumstances”, while Waller (2001: 292) suggested that it is an individual’s 
“positive adaptation in response to adversity.” These definitions have one key theme: resilience is 
primarily a capacity to adapt in times of adversity. However, Pimm (1984) identified a further 
component of resilience, namely the speed with which a system returns to its original state following a 
perturbation. Therefore, resilience can be conceptualised as having two underlying dimensions: the 
ability to adapt in times of crisis; and, the ability to bounce back once the crisis has passed.  
In the context of organisations, ‘resilience’ has also been identified as having similar properties, 
namely a “capacity to cope with unanticipated dangers after they have become manifest, learning to 
bounce back” (Wildavsky, 1991: 77). Lengnick-Hall et al., (2011: 244) suggested that resilience 
provides organisations with the capacity to “not only resolve current dilemmas but to exploit 
opportunities and build a successful future” or “bounce back”, while Weick et al., (1999: 46) observed 
that “resilience is not only about bouncing back from errors, it is also about coping with surprises in the 
moment.” This suggests ‘organisational resilience’ can be conceptualised in terms of two distinct but 
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related aspects. The first is the capacity of a firm to adapt when faced with external difficulties, thus 
minimising performance loss relative to firms with less resilience. The second is the capacity of a firm 
to return to previous (or higher) performance levels following a performance loss or decline. 
Adaptive resilience and sustained superior financial performance. 
Investigating the relationship between corporate reputation and sustained financial performance 
using a large, longitudinal sample of US firms, Roberts and Dowling (2002) identified that firms with 
superior overall reputations sustained higher levels of financial performance over time, compared to 
firms with only an average reputation. Put another way, firms with different levels of corporate 
reputation follow different performance trajectories when viewed over extended periods. In their study, 
industry average return on assets was used as a base against which financial performance was measured, 
thereby controlling for industry differences while Fortune’s America’s Most Admired Company 
(AMAC) ratings were used as a measure of overall corporate reputation. Rather than relying on the 
traditional autoregressive approach to the analysis of sustained financial performance, Roberts and 
Dowling (2002) utilised proportional hazards regression, otherwise known as survival analysis, to test 
for the existence of a relationship. The authors found that firms with superior reputations were unable 
to sustain superior performance indefinitely and would eventually drop below those firms with only 
average reputation (Figure 1) suggesting that, at times, even firms seen as having a superior reputation 
may not be any better off than firms without such standing.   
Similarly, Choi and Wang (2009) used survival analysis to determine whether firms’ relations 
with stakeholders influenced long term financial performance (N= 4,113, over 11 years). Choi and Wang 
(2009) relied upon return on assets as the measure of financial performance, and an aggregated 
stakeholder relations measure developed from KLD data to reflect what they termed a ‘base line’ for 
comparison, separated into various underlying dimensions (community, employees, diversity, product 
and environment). While the authors concluded that there was a relationship between stakeholder 
relations and future financial performance, the key point is the use of survival analysis as this approach 
is recognised as preferable to traditional regression techniques since “survival analysis explicitly 
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incorporates time as the variable of interest and it is more flexible and better able to extract and use 
information from longitudinal studies than [other] methods” (Morita et al, 1989: 280; Allison, 2003). 
-------------------------------------- 
Place Figure 1 about here please 
------------------------------------- 
Rebound resilience and sustained inferior financial performance 
Roberts and Dowling’s (2002) results support the reputation-performance relationship 
confirming that firms with an average reputation follow a different and lower performance trajectory 
than those with a superior reputation. Firms with a good reputation tend to exit levels of below average 
performance faster than firms without a superior standing. Figure 2 shows that firms with superior 
reputation tend to return to benchmark performance levels faster than those firms with only an average 
overall reputation. Put simply, firms with a superior reputation tend to exit levels of below average or 
inferior performance faster than those with lower standing. It is also evident that firms with only an 
average or below-average reputation eventually reach the same levels of performance as those with a 
superior reputation, over an extended period of time. This suggests that reputation acts as a source of 
rebound resilience, in that it provides a firm with an added capacity to more quickly move from a 
position of poor performance to a position of above average performance. 
---------------------- 
Place Figure 2 about here please 
------------------- 
This observation reinforces the argument that reputation acts as a source of what is termed here 
rebound resilience. Two things are apparent. First, the degree of influence that reputation has on 
performance varies considerably over time, and second, as with sustained above average performance, 
even firms without a superior reputation eventually reach the same levels of (in this case, above average) 
performance. While the results provide strong support for the notion that organisational resilience acts 
as a mechanism in a less direct reputation–performance relationship, three limitations are evident. First, 
Roberts and Dowling (2002) relied on the Fortune’s Most Admired Companies (FMAC) index, 
criticised as heavily influenced by prior financial performance (Fryxell & Wang, 1994; Brown & Perry, 
1994); second, they conceptualise reputation as consisting of only two underlying dimensions, 
specifically a financial component and what they termed a residual component, and third, they don’t 
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investigate the mechanisms through which reputational influence may occur. Rather than rely on 
predetermined measures of reputation heavily criticised for their relation to previous financial 
performance, our research draws on the work of Hall (1992) among others, and empirically identifies 
the underlying dimensions of reputation, seen as important by senior executives through the content 
analysis of the narrative portions of annual reports.  
Intangible resources have been identified as vital to the success of the firm (Wernerfelt, 1984; 
Barney, 1991; Hall, 1992). The notion that a firm can be viewed as a collection of resources integrated 
in a particular way to provide competitive advantage dates to Penrose’s (1959) work on the ‘Theory of 
Growth of the Firm’. It is important to note that it is the intangible resources that have the greatest impact 
on performance (Roberts & Dowling, 2002; Espinosa & Trombetta, 2004) and as a result constitute a 
key source of corporate reputational advantage. Schwaiger (2004) notes that indices including both 
Fortune Magazine’s most admired companies (global (GMAC) and American (AMAC)), the German 
Manager Magazin’s ‘Gesamtreputation’ and the Harris-Fombrun ‘Reputation Quotient’, were all based 
on a set of categories that included reference to intangible resources. These include quality of 
management, quality of employees, social behaviour, transparency and openness (Schwaiger, 2004; de 
Castro et al, 2006). Additionally, because senior executives have the ultimate responsibility for the 
promotion, maintenance and improvement of their firm’s reputation, they are generally expected to have 
good knowledge of their firm’s intangible resources and their potential value to stakeholders (Hall, 
1992). It is therefore reasonable to suggest that references are made to those intangible resources within 
the narrative portions of annual reports, in particular, the letter to shareholders (Toms, 2002; Espinosa 
& Trombetta, 2004).  
Toms (2002) found that because there is considerable investment in intangible resources in 
terms of economic expenditure, executives communicate aspects of these resources, such as resource 
acquisition, improvement or development, to stakeholders. This highlights that executives not only 
communicate information about intangibles in annual reports, but that stakeholders also view this 
communication as relevant in their decision making about a particular firm, thereby impacting on 
financial performance. Espinosa and Trombetta (2004) studied the relationship between the quality of 
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executive disclosure in annual reports and corporate reputation and concluded that the two were 
positively related, in that when executive disclosure was detailed, corporate reputation improved. They 
also found, by categorising information into financial and non-financial categories, that it was the non-
financial information, or intangibles, that had the stronger effect on corporate reputation (Espinosa & 
Trombetta, 2004).  
Our study addresses several limitations of earlier reputation research by removing the need for 
Fortune-type indices in reputation and broadening the number of underlying dimensions of corporate 
reputation. Additionally, it investigates a more indirect mechanism through which reputation influences 
long-term financial performance.  
METHODS 
Content analysis of the annual reports from 2,658 publicly listed Australian firms (N=10,582) 
was undertaken to identify reputational dimensions. The data were drawn from the Connect 4 Annual 
Report Collection and were categorised by industry according to their Global Industry Classification 
Standard (GICS) since its use by the global financial community allows for a standardised approach for 
comparing industry relevant data (Chaney & Philipich, 2002; Shamsie, 2003; Melo et al., 2011).  
However, since financial data were not available for each firm for the whole period and the number of 
firms in the dataset prior to 1998 was very low, the time period was reduced to an eleven-year period 
(1998-2008). Also, as a result of low firm numbers in the Utilities (120 observations) and 
telecommunications (154 observations) sectors, these sectors were removed from the dataset. The final 
sample comprised 7,303 firm-year observations from 1,947 individual firms (average of 3.75 
appearances) distributed across eight industry sectors between 1998 and 2008.  
Given the exploratory nature of this study an alternative approach to identifying the underlying 
dimensions of corporate reputation was required. Content analysis provides both a readily accessible 
tool for researchers investigating important yet difficult to study concepts and a range of practical 
advantages over other data collection options given its location at the intersection of qualitative and 
quantitative methodologies (Duriau et al., 2007). Of specific benefit, given that the study of corporate 
reputation and financial performance over the long-term is a key gap in our present understanding, is 
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the fact that content analysis facilitates longitudinal research because of the availability of “comparable 
corporate information including annual reports and trade magazines” over comparatively long periods 
of time (Duriau et al., 2007, 7).  
Following the content analysis of the annual reports, a factor analysis was undertaken to identify 
which variables formed coherent subsets relatively independent of one another while retaining as much 
variation as possible (Jolliffe, 1986). These results provided the starting point for understanding the level 
of attention given to different intangible resources by senior executives. Survival analysis (Cleves, et al. 
2010) was then applied to identify the relationship between the underlying dimensions of reputation and 
long-term financial performance. 
Measures of financial performance and superior reputation. 
Since this study relies on a multi-industry sample, it is necessary to develop measures of 
financial performance and superior reputation that can be used for comparison across industries (Sabate 
& Puente, 2003). Consistent with the approach by Kabanoff and Brown (2008), three measures of 
financial performance have been selected: return on assets (ROA); return on equity (ROE); and a 
measure of market performance, price to earnings ratio (PER). Firms with above average financial 
performance were defined as those firms with performance (ROA, ROE, PER) above the mean of the 
firms within that industry in a particular year. Firms with above-average financial performance 
(standardised by year and industry) were converted into a categorical variable, ‘1’, signifying that a firm 
had above-average financial performance in a given year relative to other firms in that industry.  
Similarly, superior reputation is defined separately along each reputational dimension. Firms 
were considered to hold a superior reputation when the reputational scores were one or more standard 
deviation above the mean on any of the five reputational dimensions, standardised by industry and year. 
Those firms that scored higher than one standard deviation above the mean in that industry, on any of 
the five reputational dimensions, were categorised as ‘1’, representing a firm with a superior reputation 
on that particular dimension in a given year. Additionally, since the size of a firm has the potential to 
impact both financial performance and corporate reputation and previous financial performance can 
generally be expected to influence current financial performance to some extent over time it is necessary 
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to control for these influences. Given its general acceptance in the earlier literature (Sobol & Farrelly, 
1988; Fombrun & Shanley, 1990; Roberts & Dowling, 2002) this study will also use total sales as a 
measure of firm size. Similarly, this study will also use previous financial performance as a control for 
all three measures of financial performance (ROA, ROE, PER). 
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
Hall’s (1992) list of reputational categories was used as the starting point and supplemented by 
those from other authors as the original list was deemed too limited. Through working with this broad 
initial set of categories, approximately 10,000 sentences were coded manually using text analysis 
software to develop an automated text scorer (termed the ‘classifier’). The sentences were randomly 
selected from the overall dataset of some 700,000 sentences extracted from those portions of the annual 
report that were identified as originating from senior executives, such as the letter to shareholders. This 
process provided insight into the attention given to the different reputational content of annual reports, 
and resulted in the development of a modified set of twelve (12) reputational dimensions (Table 1). 
Table 2 provides correlation and descriptive statistics. As there were several significant relationships, 
for instance between environmental responsibility, community responsibility and employee welfare, 
further analysis was undertaken using factor analysis. 
------------------------------ 
Table 1 about here please 
----------------------------- 
------------------------------ 
Table 2 about here please 
----------------------------- 
Results of the factor analysis show over 61% of the total variance can be explained in terms of 
five factors, termed ‘reputational dimensions’. Overall, five (5) elements refer to aspects of financial 
performance (also identified by Roberts and Dowling, 2002)), and elements that relate to corporate 
social responsibility, organisational culture, and product quality, market opportunity and governance.  
------------------------------ 
Table 3 about here please 
----------------------------- 
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Reputational dimensions as sources of adaptive resilience. 
To investigate whether a superior reputation along each of the five reputational factors provides 
firms with ‘adaptive resilience’, the hazard rates of firms with superior reputations were compared to 
those without a superior reputation, along each dimension. A log-rank test, was used to evaluate whether 
or not the differences between groups of firms with superior reputation along each of the five dimensions 
were more than that expected by chance alone, thus allowing identification of potential covariates prior 
to more formal testing (Cleves et al, 2012). The test compared the expected versus the actual number of 
exits at each point in time from an above average performance position to a below average position for 
each reputational dimension and then combined these comparisons over the observed time period. The 
result is consistent across all three measures of performance, with results ranging from (X2(5, N = 7,303) 
= 79.49, p < .001) for return on equity, and (X2(5, N = 7,303) = 98.66, p < .001) for price to earnings 
ratio.  
------------------------------ 
Table 4 about here please 
----------------------------- 
Results from the Cox (1972) (Table 4)regression suggest that those firms with a superior 
financial reputation and to a lesser degree a superior service reputation sustain above average 
performance longer than firms without a superior reputation, across all three measures of financial 
performance. 
------------------ 
Figure 3 about here please 
------------------ 
Figure 3 provides plotted hazard curves of the results for the complete sample (all eight sectors). 
While the performance curves differ only marginally among the three measures of financial 
performance, it is evident in all three graphs that firms with a superior reputation along the financial 
dimension and, to a lesser degree, the service dimension, tend to sustain above average financial 
performance for a longer time than firms without such standing. These results provide support for the 
argument that reputation acts as a source of adaptive resilience. The data also support the argument that 
the influence of reputation is generally positive and it tends to fluctuate slightly over time. 
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Reputational dimensions as sources of rebound resilience. 
The same procedure as that used to examine the relationship between reputation and sustained 
profitability was used to examine whether a superior reputation along each of the five reputational 
dimensions assists a firm in developing rebound resilience, operationalised as movement from a below 
average performance position to an above average performance position. The result is consistent across 
all three measures of performance with results being similar for both ROA (X2(5, N = 7,303) = 34.63, p 
< .001) and ROE (X2(5, N = 7,303) = 32.44, p < .001), and significantly higher for PER at X2(5, N = 
7,303) = 70.77, p < .001). Unlike adaptive resilience where the greatest effect was on Return on Assets 
(ROA), rebound resilience appears to have the larger influence on Price to Earnings Ratio (PER). The 
results (Table 5) from the Cox (1972) regression suggest that the effect is weakest for the Return on 
Assets measure of financial performance and strongest in relation to the Price to Earnings Ratio measure. 
The data also reveal the existence of a different set of relationships among the five reputational 
dimensions and each of the measures of financial performance, compared to those identified when 
investigating adaptive resilience, except in the case of financial reputation. It is evident that financial 
reputation has the greatest influence across all three measures of performance compared to the other 
four dimensions, ranging from  =.19; p<.001 for Return on Assets and =.20; p<.001 for Return on 
Equity, while in relation to Price to Earnings Ratio, it is =.31; p<.001. This suggests that the influence 
of financial reputation is strongest on the market-based measure of performance, compared to the 
accounting-based measures.  
------------------------------ 
Table 5 about here please 
----------------------------- 
Similar to adaptive resilience, service reputation has a significant influence on ROE (.09; 
p<.05), and a stronger and far more significant influence on PER (.13; p<.001). This suggests that 
firms with superior reputations along one or more of the five reputational dimensions exit positions of 
below average performance faster than firms without a superior reputation. Of particular interest here is 
the influence of a superior governance reputation on the exit rate from below average performance. 
Unlike the results for adaptive resilience, governance reputation has a significant influence on both ROE 
( =.09; p<.05) and PER ( =.12; p<.001). This suggests that firms with below average financial 
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performance that pay attention to governance-related matters tend to return to above average levels of 
performance faster than firms that ignore this critical topic.  
These results provide support for the argument that firms with a superior reputation exit 
positions of below average performance faster than firms without. This suggests that underlying 
reputational dimensions act as sources of rebound resilience, providing firms with an enhanced capacity 
to rebound to previous levels of performance following a performance decline. A review of the plotted 
hazard curves supports this observation (Figure 4). 
------------------ 
Figure 4 about here please 
------------------ 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
A firm’s capacity to sustain above average performance across all three measures (ROA, ROE, 
PER) over time was clearly enhanced by a firm’s superior financial reputation. This suggests that 
‘corporate reputation’ acts as a source of resilience. However, our study reinforces that this relationship 
is not consistent, and that the level of influence that reputation has varies over time and by dimension. 
This finding is consistent with that of Roberts and Dowling (2002) who identified that while financial 
reputation has a significant influence on a firm’s capacity to sustain superior profitability so does what 
they identified as ‘residual reputation’. In terms of adaptive resilience, this study identified that ‘service 
reputation’ influences a firm’s capacity to sustain above average levels of financial performance over 
time more so than the other dimensions (corporate social responsibility, governance, and company 
reputation). However, it should be noted that the level of influence varies across the different measures 
of financial performance, showing a highly significant yet slightly higher level of influence in terms of 
both ROE .29; p<.001) and PER ; p<.001), compared to ROA 15; p<.05). This 
suggests that in relation to Return on Assets, firms with a superior service reputation exit levels of above 
average performance at a rate of 15% below that of firms without a superior service reputation. 
Similarly, in terms of Return on Equity and Price to Earnings Ratio, it is 29% and 22% lower than firms 
without a superior standing.  
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While results suggest the existence of a positive relationship between reputation and long term 
financial performance, they also suggest it is not direct. The literature tends to focus on identifying the 
existence of direct causal relationships between measures of overall corporate reputation and financial 
performance. To do this it uses data covering relatively short time periods (one to five years). While this 
led authors to argue for the use of data covering extended time periods and, rather than relying on auto-
regressive approaches, examine the survival of firms (Roberts & Dowling, 2002), many remain focused 
on identifying the direct relationship. This study overcomes this key limitation and applied survival 
analysis, as this technique better captures variation in truly longitudinal data than pooled regression or 
panel data (Allison, 2003; Cleves et al., 2010). Results show that firms with a superior reputation along 
the financial and the service dimensions outperform firms without a superior reputation over time. 
Like the findings related to adaptive resilience, a superior service reputation influenced ROE 
(.09; p<.05) and PER to a similar degree, but with far more significant influence (.13; p<.001). 
Unlike the relationship identified as adaptive resilience, a superior service reputation had no apparent 
effect on ROA. Additionally, firms with superior governance reputation also tend to outperform firms 
without a superior reputation, in relation to Price to Earnings Ratio, yet not on Return on Assets or 
Return on Equity. In practical terms, this may reflect a tendency of firms to discuss board appointments 
and changes following a period of decline, thereby highlighting to stakeholders that the firm is proactive 
in resolving performance problems. There was no support for the influence of either CSR or company 
reputation on a firm’s capacity to return to above average performance. 
This study addresses several limitations identified in the literature by examining the nature of 
the relationship with a large multi-industry sample over an extended period. By framing the relationship 
as relatively indirect, it was possible to consider the mechanism through which reputation influences 
firm performance. While several practical applications of this research are evident, overall, it can be said 
that investing in your organisation’s reputation through the attention given by senior executives to the 
underlying intangibles such as (company, service, financial, environmental and governance reputations) 
does matter in terms of long-term sustained above average performance.  
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Figures 
 
Figure 1:  Differences in performance trajectory for firms with superior and average 
reputations - sustained above average performance 
 
Source: adapted from Roberts and Dowling (2002); Choi and Wang (2009). 
 
 
Figure 2: Differences in performance trajectory for firms with superior and average 
reputations - sustained below average performance
 
 
Source: adapted from Roberts and Dowling (2002); Choi and Wang (2009). 
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Figure 3: Hazard rates for firms with superior reputation, by reputational dimension – 
sustained above average performance (ROA, ROE, PER) 
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Figure 4: Hazard rates for firms with superior reputation, by reputational dimension – 
sustained below average performance (ROA, ROE, PER) 
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Tables 
 
Table 1: List of reputational categories 
Reputational Category 
Financial Reputation 
Corporate Governance 
Organisational Culture 
Board Expertise 
Employee Welfare 
Employee Expertise 
Product Reputation 
Company Reputation 
Market Opportunity 
Environmental Responsibility 
Community Responsibility 
Customer Focus 
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Table	2:	Correlations	and	descriptive	statistics	for	the	12	reputational	themes	
   
  
Reputational Categories Mean (S.D.) 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 
1. Board Expertise .05 (.06) 
           
2. Community Responsibility 
.11 
(.09) 
           
3. Corporate Governance .05 (.07) .14**
          
4. Company Reputation .38 (.12) .90**
          
5. Customer Focus .21 (.11) .13** .10** .14** .28**
       
6. Employee Expertise .21 (.11) 
 .18**  .12** .23**       
7. Employee Welfare .21 (.11) 
 .23**   .11** .19**      
8. Environmental Responsibility 
.11 
(.10) 
 .31**   -.10** .12** .34**
    
9. Financial Reputation .26 (.13) 
    .20**   -.11**
   
10. Market Opportunity .09 (.09) .15**
  .32** .32**  .13**  .20**   
11. Organisational Culture .07 (.07) .10** .18** .14** .13** .36** .23** .20**
  .16**  
12. Product Reputation .10 (.10) .10**     .32** .39** .20**     .10** .30** .21**
 Only correlations above 0.10 have been included given the large number of cases (N= 10,582) 
 * correlation is significant at the .05 level; ** correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table	3:	Factor	analysis	for	the	twelve	reputational	elements	
 
Theme Company Reputation
Corporate 
Social 
Responsibility 
Service 
Reputation
Governance 
Reputation 
Financial 
Reputation
Company Reputation .781     
Market Opportunity .619    .371 
Product Reputation .608     
Environmental 
Responsibility 
 .808    
Employee Welfare  .701 .212  .220 
Community 
Responsibility 
 .622    
Organisational Culture   .690 -.226 .238 
Employee Expertise  .221 .647  .265 
Customer Focus .408  .606   
Board Expertise .297   .766  
Corporate Governance .258  .312 .675  
Financial Reputation    .873 
Eigenvalue 2.51 1.64 1.14 1.07 .98 
% Total Variance 20.90 13.66 9.49 8.9 8.16 
Cumulative % 20.90 34.55 44.04 52.98 61.13 
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Table 4: Results from Cox regression for each performance measure – sustained below average 
performance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 Dimension ROA ROE PER 
Company .21** .17** .12*** 
(.07) (.07) (.06) 
CSR .06 -.01 .06 
(.07) (.07) (.06)
Service -.15* -.29*** -.22*** 
(.07) (.07) (.06)
Governance .04 -.06 -.06 
(.06) (.07) (.05)
Financial -.54*** -.42*** -.42*** 
(.07) (.07) (.04)
  
N 7303 7303 7303 
Events 2253 2512 3403 
Log likelihood -18411.75 -20585.63 
-
27749.10 
All variables normalised to industry mean 
*p <  .05 level; ** p < .01 ; *** p < .001; n=7303 observations 
Standard errors in parentheses 
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Table 5: Results from Cox regression for each performance measure – sustained below average 
performance 
  
     
 Dimension ROA ROE PER 
Company .03 .03 .06 
(.05) (.05) (.06) 
CSR -.02 .01 -.05 
(.05) (.05) (.06) 
Service .02 .09* .13** 
(.04) (.04) (.05) 
Governance .03 .09* .12** 
(.04) (.04) (.05) 
Financial .19*** .20*** .31*** 
(.04) (.04) (.04) 
 
N 7303 7303 7303 
Events 5050 4791 3900 
Log likelihood -41037.61 -38869.34 
-
31683.21 
All variables normalised to industry mean 
*p <  .05 level; ** p < .01 ; *** p < .001 
Standard errors in parentheses 
 
